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Pursuant to 37 C.I M. $ 4 i .41 . Applicant responds 10 the Examiner's Answer as follows: 
I. Rejections of chums 29-51 

( Uim 2 l ) l-jIK toi configuring a lead ptoCcsM-ig ^ skn comprising a netwoiked 
computer sWem accepting a ^peufica urn o{ a plnralm o* rules for deienvmung ai least one 
action of the lead pioeewng v» stem u ttS tespect to the u^-es -> the plmaliiv ot rules includes 
global rules aud use; spet.Uk rules, u<.eepfnjL' at lea4 one uisiorrei lead routing the at least one 
customer lead m ai-coidaikr. with the iuk\-> jer.et\ mg. *u>m at leaM one ol the p!uiahr\ of 
scuoikLu} lead management toners, tcedbads. . the feedback mdKatmtJ \shethu the kad 
should he accepted. icietted ot tor warded toanodtei one ol the plurality ol usets. ie-iouting the 
at Last one customer Lad. based on she oluraatv ol miL- and ! ie reined JeedbaiA to the 
anothei one oi the user-*, and tracking and reporting oS We at least one customer lead ihiough 
the lead s\ stem ( lann 39 (.alls joj >tnu!.u kauues 

I he e\ammei m"Rvsponsv to \igumem ' states 



Apptliant's htst ,itj>tuRL!it >s {jtrtctid to wftetltet Artdetsori teaefus a plmahu of 
rules (fiat include global tides arid tisct specific ) ules. } %arnmcr potnfs fo uthimn 7 ol 
\rtderson vhetetti it >s taught ihal a set <d suites utc computed tisttig tuk induction. 
Bastd on Ilk scoung. I Ik it ad is touted. Ome I tie kad ts routed a second skp ouuis 
whet tut a Nptcdit set of tides ate im^k merited to ittttfttt toiife the kad to ait agent. 
1 his citation at lolttmn " of Vadeisoa daidtes the t ejection marie b\ I vamttitt \\ Ink 
flit tuks t«n\ not t>t labeled as "s>tol)<tl" <i«d "tisu specific'", these ate simjd\ laht> tiiat 
jh nof given might. Sitae the fltst tides ui \itckisoit ate ' sihibat" Hi that ali kads art 
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subject to them and the second sent of rules are, in a sense, "user specific" since they are 
specifying which customers are routed to which agents. Examiner upholds prior 
rejections based on Anderson, f 

In response. Appellant stands by the argument presented in the Appeal Brief that 
Anderson fails lo disclose elements of the claims. Appellant further contends that the analysis 
presented in the Examiners Answer is improper because ii tails to consider all elements of the 
claims in construing the claim terms "global rules'* and "user specific rules." As used in the 
claims and specification, these terms are not mere labels bm are features that affect the 
processing recited in the claims. 

Claim 29 calls for "accepting ... rales for determining at least one action of the lead 
processing system with respect to the users, with the ... rules including rules based on attributes 
of user relationships, ... the ... rules including[es] global rules and user specific rules.' 1 The 
examiner's statement that: "pvjhile the rules may not he labeled as 'global* and 'user specific', lit esc are 
simply labels that are not given weight'" is a clear error of interpretation, because the claim explicitly 
requires "accepting ... rules for determining at least one action of the lead processing system 
with respect to the users..'" The terms are not merely labels. 

It is unreasonable of the examiner not to consider that the "global rules" and "user 
specific rules" refer to two categories of rules that are involved with the lead processing system. 
As noted in the Appeal Brief on page 10. Anderson merely describes computing a relationship 
between a product and a set of customers before, a user of the system is involved. Anderson does 
not teach that the so called rules are in any relation to "accepting ... rules for determining at least 
one action of the lead processing system with respect to the users. " 

The examiner in "Response to Argument" states: 

Ne\t, Appellants argue Criggs does not teach receiving feedback from at least one of 
the users, the feedback indicating whether the lead should be accepted, rejected or 
fonvarded. In the cited portion <>f Gru^s, pa«e 3, paragraph 14, («rt5>{js teaches a 
prospect is deemed hot or warm and a lead card is sent to the Held. F\ammer construes 
this as a lead being accepted based on feedback, lit addition cold listings are seal lo 
salespeople (forwarded) and some chouse to follow up (indicating some arc t ejected). 
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Bused on this teaching in Griggs, Examiner stands behind the rejections made in view of 



In response. Appellant stands by the argument presented in the Appeal Brief that Griggs 
tails to disclose "receiving... the feedback indicating whether the lead should be accepted, 
rejected or forwarded to another one of the plurality of users." Appellant further contends that 
the analysis presented in the Examiner's Answer is improper because it fails to consider ail 
elements of the claims. 

'The examiner's statement that "some choose to follow tip (indicating some are rejected)'' does 
not address the claim limitation of "receiving, from at least one of the plurality of secondary lead 
management servers, feedback from ai least one of the users.'' The claimed feature is not simply 
"'a fcad being accepted based on feedback.., /' as the examiner argues. 

Further, as argued in the Appeal Brief on page 1 1. there is nothing about a system where 
ail of the leads are rated and sent to salespeople can be taken to be equivalent to receiving from 
at least one of the plurality of secondary lead management servers feedback "indicating whether 
the lead should be accepted, rejected or forwarded to another one of the plurality of users." as 
required by the claim. 

The examiner in "Response to Argument" states: 



Appellant stands by the argument presented in the Appeal Brief that Griggs fails to 
disclose "re-routing the at least one customer lead, based on. the plurality of rules and the 
received feedback from the at least one of the plurality of users to the another one of the users." 
Further, Appellant contends that there is no support for the examiner's statement that Griggs 
discloses "'eohl leads . . . which would be re-routed to the field once the lead becomes hwt or Mann."' (n 



An argument is also made that Griggs does not teach re-routing the lead based on 
rules and feedback. Examiner construes the methodology of <»riggs to include re-rooting 
of leads based on the rules and feedback. On page 3, paragraph 14, cold leads are sent to 
sales people which would be re-routed io the field once the lead becomes hot or warm. ' 



' Examiner's Answer, page 1 1 
' Examiner's Answer, page ! i 
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paf UeuLn. (manj Joeo not deseabe u-iuuuni: leads- Onags. page v paiagiaph 14 is tepiodiRxd 
below: 

Working with Ad (nick Cedar Rapids, Iowa, firm that spcciati/e.« in 
de*. eloping leads (or business to-business salt 1 *., Hitch set up an <i\cra!t 
ratikin" matrix that rates lead* as hot, warm, or cold based on questions, 
such a*. whether the prospect has a current project that includes Beldeti's 
product line, whether Htat project is schetltiEed vithin Hit* neef si\ months, 
and whether {(if prospect current!} purchases wire and cable. If the 
prospect is deemed h<>i or warm based on these answers, a lead card 
del ailing the inquiry's historx is sen* to the Held. Monthh fisting of cold 
leads also are sent to salespeople, and some choose to foitow up on (hose as 
well. 

Guggs mereK dcsesibes salespeople who ucene a u>U Lad and max choose to iollow 
up on tliat leid 1 oilovung up h\ a salesperson howevei retihei desuibes not suggests noi is 
equtsaLut to ' te-ioutnu th*. at La*4 ore eastomet Lad. bas^d on t u, phnalin ot tuL.-- and titt, 
Kv-ened feedback ftoiu the at least one. ot t it. plnahts o; useis to the another one of the us>eis * 

Use examiner id ~Re. spon.Ss to Aidumem" *-tak\ 

Rewarding \ppe Hunt's ihaileiige (o t xanimei's taking o( Official Noiiec. Cvanutiei 
points out that the i ejections citma Oifkiai Viftce weie fust issued \o\emher l&,20(#i. 
with no subsequent ptoper challenge b\ Vppidani These (imitation under Official 
Notiee aie laketi as admilted prior art, siuct the Vppetianl wits green ample oppormnm 
lo make a challenge. The failure ot challenge U\ \ppellant deems the I xarwnei's finding 
runt iiistxe. in re UHeru 424. Hd. 10X8. 10*M. 16? ( SPQ 4(8. 42( « ( Y\ Win 4 

\ppeilant contends that the e\ trcmei h \s made a taetua! enoi because, the teiecuon «. tUnii 
OitlcuS \otiee was not made m the \on-l mal Oitlee \Uion o; \o\emhei 18, 1 he 

evuntner ha.- not, v.\en at this point m the pioctrcdmes pointed out ior the benefit oj \ppcliant 
tnd the Board on which page ol the \o\embei aaaui the ohiua! notice *-\a- aiieyedh i.used 

Appellant contends that oiikial notits was tit -L kusee' in iIk I ma! OfVkt Ufion ol iuh 
20oo. whkh ts present K undei appeal 1 he challenge is thetc'oic timeh and die evimmef *■> 
assertions are incorrect. 
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Moreover, should the examiner argue that sonic portion of the reasoning in the action of 
Xo\ ember 1 8. 200Q amounted to "official notice" is would then he Appelant \ contention that 
the examiner raised "official notice" improperly and did notgise Appellant an> opportunity to 



Claims 32-34 and 42-44 

Claim 32 calls for. . .rules comprising attachment rules for determining additional 
information to be attached to the leads prior to fuither routing ot the lead, 
i he examiner m "Response to Argument" states: 



VppelUtnf\s nevt argument >s directed to whether Anderson teaches rules that 
comprise attachment rules for determining additional information Jo be attached to 
leads prior Jo further nmliii" oi the lead. Appellant e\p:wds this argument staling 
■Vnderson dues iiof leach attaching additional information to a lead as it is. routed 
through the Mstetn. Vnderson (see column 8. lines 3"-6 7 and column o, lutes 1-5) teaches 
whde the customer lead ittlormation is hong processed in the routing s>stt-m, sonic 
in formation is withheld (o increase output density and to present superfluous 
in formation from being output. When iht lead is routed to the appropriate itsct, the 
additional customer load information, pre-vioush withheld, is available, f \aminer 
eqoates this to attaching additional information to the lead as it is routed through the 
system since during processing and tittering some information ts no) a\aiiabk\ hut once 
the lead is routed further through (he s\ stem, more information is made a\aitahlc to 
users. \ %anitnir upholds prior rejections in \iew ot \ndtrson. s 

In tesponse. Appellant stands b\ the at guroent presented in the \ppeal Hrief that 
Vnderson iaih to disclose elements of the claims Appellant further contends that the argument 
presented in the I xammefs \ns\\et js illogical in \ie\\ ol the eiasm limitations. 

\nderson describes withholding information and then making available the previously 
vv ithheld inimmatiou Anderson ne\er declines determining additional information to be 
attached to a lead. As argued in the \ppea! Brief on page 16. infoimattonal already associated 
with a lead cannot be said to be additional information determined to be attached to a lead prior 



challenge. 



to further routing of the lead. 
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Claims 37-38 and 47-48 

( hum v. alls tot naekimj ard leporuny an <ub omcmenr oi i te ai leas! om atstomei 
lead includes genet at mg at kast one pet Somance it pott umpMsng a meme ol a peiionnarke o| 
at !e ist one ot ft) a souic oi the Lad*- aud tin at least one oi the um.i 

1 be examiner uj ' Response to \i$.ume»f stales 



Hit* final ar^uiueiH suit's *,ns>us tioes not teach miei>m» aud repot I in" an 
acKatu content ot at tt 'ist tine e ustume i lead includes genet a pettormancc: repot t 
wmpi «si«g , a ratine of ptttortn'iticf. ot at least o»t ol <i source ot the. leads, and at Icasj 
oik oi the users I uinuio points out Hut since* t.t isti 1 * (caches (page 3. pataeiaph 15> a 
perfot manet metric lhaf states "salespeople »<m contact ')! 5 pet cent *»f leads fhe\ ate 
given" \pptifatit staffs that smee flits poition oi voi^s dot's not (each the petkfinianet 
ol anv pat heuiar ust j. <.iii«gs dots «<>f fiat h thts katme rxammt i would tike kt point 
out that t(K chum ian^ua^e slates "a! least one yf the ustts" Ihtuiuit disss' leaching 
ol an ag&rcgatc ptt tormatice metttc leads <m this 'at least one of language included tn 
the claim. Cio tons t ejections m view of dnggs are upheld " 



In response \ppeHant -tancK b\ the argument pieseiued m the \ppe d Buet that 
\ikluson fails to disclose these eLments ot tie claims, including + hal no tinny about the 
pet rentage ol leads contacted s.o -> an> thing about 'he peHonruntc ol the source oi am ot the 
lead-, as called tut 1\\ the elatm^ htrrheu \ppJLiu* s.orueuds that *hc .aialw!-, pie rented jn the 
1 vtmmei s \nswer is tmptopu beeaibe tt fads to consider all elements of the cLun> 

1 he eAaimnei assefis that tftlggs teaches., a pttiorinantc> ttietttc that states 'salespeople now 
contact 'M. 4 ! percent of leads the\ aic»nen\ I low e\ or. the claim requnes that atnciaimg at least 
one performance report comprising a metric of a performance" is included in the step of 
"{racking and icporting an achancemem of the at lea-4 one customer lead." < irit;gs docs not 
teach that tracking and reporting the adxancement of a customer lead includes generating a 
performance report. On the contrarx. Ciriggs mereh includes a single point of data without 
indicating hov\ it was generated or the relationship between the point of data and tracking or 
reporting the ads ancemeni of a lead. 

For these reasons, and the leosons staled tn the Appeal Brief Applicant submits thai the 
Fmal ! ejection should be rexersed. 
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Please apply any charges or credits to Deposit Account No. 06-1050. 

R cspeci J. u Sly submi tied, 

Date: August 1 1 . 20 1 0 /Penis G, Malooey/ 

Penis (1. Maioney 
Reg. No. 2 ^670 * 
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